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Percent of Maine Jobs that Pay a Livable Wage, 1995-2002
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Manufacturing Value Added per Manufacturing Worker, Maine and U.S., 1989-
2001
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Index of Maine & US Manufacturing Employment (1960=100)
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Cost of Doing Business, Maine, 1989-2002
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Maine State Expenditures
(2002 General Fund)
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Source data: Me. Bur. Of the Budget



Maine Municipal Expenditures
(2002 Survey Estimates)
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Maine Municipal Expenditures by Population Size
(2002 Survey Estimates)
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Statewide K-12 Education Expenditures
(in millions of $)
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Statewide Special Education Expenditures
(in millions of $)
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Real K-12 Expenditures vs K-12 Enrollment
Indexed to 1978-79 =100
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Maine County Expenditures
(2001 Survey Estimates)
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